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Utah Farm Bureau Federation (hereinafter "Federation") a 
Utah non-profit corporation, having first obtained leave of 
this Court pursuant to Rule 25 of the Utah Rules of Appellate 
Procedure to intervene and appear in this case as amicus cur-
iae does hereby file its Brief in support of the affirmance 
of the Order of the Industrial Commission of Utah of April 24, 
1985 which is the subject of this Appeal. 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 
A number of issues are raised by this appeal, and it is 
not the purpose of the Federation through this Brief to thrust 
itself into the middle of this case on all fronts. The sole 
issue with which this Brief will deal is the attempt by Plain-
tiff to effectively limit the agricultural employer exemption 
from the requirements of workmen's compensation found in Section 
35-1-42(2) Utah Code Annotated (Supp. 1983) to sole proprietor-
ships and thus exclude from the reach of such exemption family 
farms owned and operated by family partnerships or closely held 
family corporations. 
The exclusion found in Section 35-1-42 exempts from cover-
age agricultural employers where either all of the employees 
are members of the immediate family of the employer, or where 
the employer employs five or fewer persons other than immediate 
family members. Plaintiff contends that this exclusion does 
not cover family partnerships andf by inference, family corpora-
tions, since partnerships and corporations do not have "family 
members". Thus, only a farm owned and operated by a sole pro-
prietorship would, under Plaintiff's definition of the exclu-
sion, qualify. 
ARGUMENT 
A. A History of the Agricultural Employer Exemption 
At one time or another, virtually all of the states having 
workmen's compensation statutes have excluded from coverage 
agricultural employers or farm labor. The public policy behind 
such exemptions has been well stated in Scheider, 1 Workmenf s 
Compensation Law, Section 31 at 257 (2d Ed. 1932) as follows: 
"It may be said, however, that the farm 
industry is perhaps less able than others 
to add the cost of compensation insurance 
to the market price of its product and 
pass it on to the consumer because that 
price is, as a rule, fixed by those in 
control of distant markets, and is per-
haps also more quickly affected by the 
law of supply and demand than the products 
of most other industries." 
That rationale was clearly applicable to the typical small fam-
ily farm upon which traditional agriculture has been founded. 
Admittedly, these arguments have far less application to 
some of today's large corporate farms with integrated opera-
tions beginning at the production level and running through 
transportation, processing, packaging, distribution and sale. 
The integrated corporate farmer continues, however, to be the 
2 
exception rather than the rule—7 and the arguments used in the 
past to justify the agricultural exemption for the typical fam-
ily farm remain equally applicable today. 
B. The Legislative Intent of the 1975 Amendment 
As a consequence of the advent of the large corporate farms, 
a blanket exclusion for all agricultural employers no longer 
appeared appropriate and states, including Utah, began taking 
measures to eliminate or narrow the scope of the exclusion. In 
1975, the Utah legislature amended Section 35-1-42 limiting 
the agricultural exemption to those employers whose employees 
were "members of the immediate family of the employer", or whose 
payments to one or more employees "amounted to less than $2,500 
during the preceding calendar year", or who employed no more 
than four persons other than family members for 40 hours or 
more per week for 13 consecutive weeks. 
A certified transcript of the legislative debate on this 
amendment is annexed hereto as Appendix 1. An examination of 
the transcript of such debates makes it clear that the intent 
of the Legislature was to preserve the exclusion for the typi-
cal small family farm. As indicated by Representative Hansen, 
one of the co-sponsors of the amendment in the House, the exemption 
1. Family farms still dominate American agriculture. According to the 
1982 Census of Agriculture compiled by the United States Census Bur-
eau, in excess of 96% of the farms in the United States are owned 
and operated by families, including closely held family corporations 
and family partnerships. Such family owned farms account for in ex-
cess of 90% of the agricultural acreage. 
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was intended to cover "the vast majority of farm families" and 
that it was only the "bigger outfits" which were incorporated 
which were no longer to be included within the exclusion. 
(Appendix 1 at pp. 5-6). Again, in response to questions regard-
ing whether the amendment would increase the costs of farm pro-
duction and who would absorb those costs, Representative Hansen 
reiterated that "the average family farm" would be excluded 
from coverage. (Appendix 1 at p.12). 
Finally, in summing up the purpose of the exclusion, Rep-
resentative Hansen stated: 
"Who are we going to exclude under this farm 
part of this . . . the agriculture part of this 
bill? We're going to exclude the family farm 
(Appendix 1 at p. 27). Nowhere in the legislative history of 
the 1975 amendment is it indicated that any of the amendment's 
supporters drew any distinctions between sole proprietorships 
and other forms of organization and ownership of the typical 
2/ family farm that was intended to be excluded.— 
2. 
The legal form of farm ownership was simply never at issue. The language 
as it appeared in the final legislation was a compromise between those in 
the Senate who advocated full coverage for agriculture and those who sought 
to retain the old absolute exemption for agriculture. (Appendix 1, pp. 
39-56.) The most heated debate came in the House where an attempt was made 
to delete the compromise language and return again to the full exemption. 
This prompted considerable discussion about the effect of the proposed 
amendment on migrant farm labor. (Appendix 1, pp. 14-31). 
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C. The 19 8 3 Amendment 
Section 35-1-42 was amended to its present form by the 
1983 Utah Legislature. A certified transcript of the legisla-
tive debate on the amendment is annexed hereto as Appendix 2. 
Representative Redd, the sponsor of the 1983 amendment, stated 
that the Industrial Commission wanted the Legislature to clari-
fy whether the conditions of the exemption were inclusive or 
exclusive -- that is, whether a farmer came within the exclu-
sion only if he employed family members and had fewer than five 
full time employees, or whether he qualified under the exemp-
tion if he had either less than five full time employees or 
if he employed only members of the family. (Appendix 2 at p.l). 
In explaining the purpose of the exclusion, Representative 
Redd said that it was the intent of the legislation enacted 
in 1975 to extend the exclusion if any one of the conditions 
was met. The purpose of the new amendment was simply to make 
it clear that both the "small farmer with fewer than five full 
time employees" and the farmer who only employs family members 
are both excluded from Workmen's Compensation. (Appendix 2 
at pp. 1-2) . 
Senator Peterson, one of the sponsors of the amendment 
in the Senate indciated that the bill clarified the exclusion 
for "an operating family farm and small agricultural operations." 
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(Appendix 2 at p.8). In explaining how the number of employees 
was to be calculated to see if coverage was triggered under 
the amendment, Senator Peterson said: "Immediate members of 
the family of the sole proprietorship are excluded from those 
numbers." (Appendix 2 at p.5). 
Senator Perry then asked if the exclusion wouldn't also 
"include the partnerships and corporations, as well?" Senator 
Peterson responded: "I believe it does." To finally lay this 
matter to rest, the following exchange took place between Sena-
tors Perry and Peterson: 
Sen. Perry: If you had a business and you had 
less than five employees plus your 
family, wouldn't you be exempt? 
Sen. Peterson: You would be exempt because they are 
members of the immediate family of the 
proprietorship and I don't know whether 
I can distinguish between the corpora-
tion or not. 
(Appendix 2 at p.8). 
The 1983 amendment clarified the question asked by the 
Industrial Commission and provided that a farm employer would 
be exempt under both circumstances — where the farm employed 
only family members and where the farm employed five or fewer 
employees other than family members. Clearly, the intent 
of the 1983 amendment was not to narrow the scope of the exemp-
tion carved out in 1975 but to broaden it and clarify its cover-
age . 
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Again, nothing is found in the legislative history to sug-
gest that the family farm was to be excluded only if it was 
a sole proprietorship. In fact, as noted above, the statements 
of the principal sponsor of the amendment before the Utah Sen-
ate indicated that the bill did not distinguish between sole 
proprietorship, partnership and corporate organizations. 
D. To Construe the Exemption as Plaintiff Does Would Result 
In Unfair and Needless Discrimination 
Although the technical legal form under which they operate 
may be different, the problems faced by a typical family farm 
are the same regardless of whether it is organized as a sole 
proprietorship, a f amily partnership, or a closely held family 
corporation. One is no more able than the other to pass on 
the costs of workmen's compensation insurance in the price of 
its product nor is one any more able than the other to control 
the price of that product in the market place. The economics 
of production and operation of a family farm are the same re-
gardless of the technical legal form of the business. 
Yet Plaintiff would argue that it was the intent of the 
Legislature to single out a family farm operated as a sole pro-
prietorship and exclude it from workmenfs compensation coverage 
while requiring an identically sized and operated family farm 
organized as a closely held family corporation or family partner-
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ship to obtain workmen's compensation insurance. Such a distinc-
tion makes absolutely no sense. 
As this Court has many times well stated, legislative dis-
crimination between similarly situated classes where no reason-
able basis for different treatment exists is impermissible un-
der the Constitution of this State. Seef e.g., State v. Bayer, 
34 Utah 257, 97 P. 129 (1908); Dodge Town, Inc. v. Romney, 25 
Utah 2d 267, 480 P.2d 461 (1971); Leetham v. McGinn, 524 P.2d 
323 (Utah 1975). Permissible discrimination must have some 
rational basis reasonably related to the purpose of the statute. 
No such rational basis for the discrimination advocated by Plain-
tiff has been here suggested. That is not surprising, however, 
since Plaintiff cannot point to any support for such discrimina-
tion in either the statute or its legislative history. Simply 
put, such discrimination was never intended. 
The Supreme Court of Colorado rejected a similar strained 
construction of the agricultural exemption to its Workman's 
Compensation statute. In so doing, it pointed to policy consi-
derations virtually identical to those presented in the instant 
case. In Billings Ditch Co. v. Industrial Commission, 127 Colo. 
69, 253 P.2d 1058 (1953) an employee of the Billings Ditch Com-
pany was injured while cleaning a ditch and made a claim for 
workmen's compensation benefits. The question before the court 
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was whether the farm laborer exemption in the Workmen's Compen-
sation Act applied to the plaintiff. 
The facts revealed that the Ditch Company was owned by 
the farmers whose irrigation needs were served by the ditch. 
There was no question but that if the Ditch Company had not 
been formally organized as a non-profit corporation and the 
plaintiff had been simply employed by one of the farmers whose 
lands the ditch served, plaintiff would have been found to be 
a farm laborer and exempted from the Act. The court held that 
it had to look through the formalistic distinction which the 
plaintiff was seeking to draw and apply, instead, the clear 
intent of the Legislature. In that regard, the court made the 
following pertinent observations: 
"Now can we say that the farmers who own 
the Billings Ditch, having been sufficient-
ly progressive so as to have organized 
themselves under the method provided by 
statute for the operation of their mutually 
owned water and ditch rights, are to be 
penalized by liability under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, whereas others more 
loosely organized, but operating under 
similar circumstances would be exempt? We 
think to do so would be extremely dis-
criminatory and unfair. We believe the 
statute must be interpreted in the spirit 
and in accord with the intention of the 
Legislature in its passage. . . . 
In arriving at the foregoing con-
clusion we are not unmindful that the work-
men's compensation law is to be construed 
liberally and in every reasonable manner 
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to accomplish the evident intent and 
purpose of the act; but in applying this 
rule, we must not forget that the same 
Legislature that passed the law granting 
compensation benefits, likewise passed 
the exemption clause which frees those who 
employ farm and ranch labor from the provi-
sions of the act, unless they voluntarily 
elect to come under it. We must, there-
fore, be equally cautious to see to it 
that this exemption be not so restricted, 
limited and constricted in the interpre-
tation of its terms and provisions as 
to destroy its effect. Who shall, and 
who shall not, come under the provisions 
of the compensation act, and to what extent 
and degree all are questions of policy for 
legislative action, and it behooves the 
court to construe all provisions thereof 
in the same spirit of equality and fair-
ness and in accordance with the intent and 
meaning given to the act by the Legis-
lature at the time of its passage." 
It is submitted that the formalistic reading of the exemp-
tion suggested by Plaintiff in the instant case is equally in-
applicable. In applying the exception one should look behind 
the technical legal form of the farm ownership and ascertain 
whether, in fact, it is operated as a family farm. If it is 
so operated, then it is relatively easy to determine, as the 
Industrial Commission did in the instant case, whether the farm 
meets the agricultural employer exemption. Such a reading does 
no injustice to the specific language of the statute and implements 
the clear intention of the Legislature. 
CONCLUSION 
The Industrial Commission correctly rejected the argument 
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of Plaintiff that the agricultural employer exemption found 
in Section 35-1-42(2) Utah Code Annotated (Supp. 1983) cannot 
include family farms organized as partnerships or corporations. 
The intent of the Legislature in enacting first the 1975 Amend-
ment and the clarifying 1983 Amendment was to exclude the fam-
ily farm from workmen's compensation coverage regardless of 
the technical legal form under which it operated. 
To now hold otherwise would be to create a distinction 
without a difference resulting in unjustified discrimination 
between virtually identical family farms where one is operated 
as a closely held family corporation or partnership and the 
other as a sole proprietorship. The Industrial Commission cor-
rectly cut through the formalistic arguments of the Plaintiff 
and gave the agricultural employee exemption the coverage inten-
ded by the Legislation. Accordingly, this Court should expres-
sly affirm the construction given the exemption by the Commis-
sion. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, this /^5^day of November, 1983. 
WATKISS & CAMPBELL 
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APPENDIX 1 
Transcript of Debate before the Utah Legis-
lature on S.B. No. 26, Workmen's Compensation, 
1975. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE OF UTAH 
CAROLE E. P E T E R S O N 
CHIEF CLERK 
8TATE CAPITOL, SALT LAKE CITY 84114 
(801) 533-5801 
October 30, 1985 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
I, Carole E. Peterson, Chief Clerk of the Utah State House of Representatives, 
attest that the attached transcription of Senate Bill No. 26, Third Reading 
and debate heard on March 5, 1975, is an accurate transcript of same. 
Respectfully, 




The attached transcript, with corrections, is a true 
reflection of the debate occuring in the Utah State Senate on 
S.B. 26, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 1975, and on H.B. 47, WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION - AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES, 1983. 
Certified October 31, 1985 
Sophia C. Buckmiller 
Official Officer & Secretary of Senate 
Joan B. Thomas 
Minute Clerk, Utah State Senate 
UTAH HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MARCH 5, 1975 
Senate Bill 26, Disc. 10, 3/5/75, 4:15, *SIDE 1, Beginning 
with MINUTE 20 
Speaker: We turn now to Senate Bill 26. 
Representative Hansen, you have a motion? 
Speaker-. Is there a second? All in favor say "aye". Any 
opposed, no. The "aye ' s" have i t . Representative 
Hansen, the floor is yours. Oh excuse me, we have 
to read the short t i t l e f i r s t . Senate Bi l l 26, 
Workman's Compensation Bi l l enacted by the 
Legis la ture of the State of Utah. 
Rep. Hansen: Thank you Mr. Speaker. 
The past year t h e r e ' s been an interim study commit-
tee headed by Senator Carl Pet tersson to go into the 
Workman's Compensation problem and, in fac t , why 
tha t has come out i s because t h e r e ' s been a 
nat ional commission made up of s t a t e organizations 
wherein they have t r ied to determine cer ta in provi-
sions in the Workman's Compensation Law tha t would 
be appl icable to a l l of the S t a t e s . The nat ional 
organization headed by Senator Javis worked on 
t h i s ; many States have been part of i t a l l and 
*A11 recordings were done on one side only. 
commissioner's been par t of t h i s . They've come out 
with s ix ty - f ive d i f fe ren t provisions where they 
feel ce r ta in Sta tes are out of l i n e . In the State 
of Utah they f e l t tha t nineteen were somewhat out 
of l i ne and three maybe were out of l i ne f lagrant ly 
out of l i ne and t h i s b i l l Workman's Compensation i s 
in effect to t ry to take care of those three provi-
sions where they feel we are not in accordance with 
Workman's Compensation that should be throughout 
the United Sta tes and if I may, I would l ike to go 
through these for the members of t h i s house and 
explain to you in as much d e t a i l as you feel i s 
necessary t o , so you understand what these provi-
sions are and what changes i t i s making. Please 
keep in mind t h i s i s an extremely technical b i l l 
and I don ' t shut myself up as any extra whatsoever 
but I have worked on t h i s committee for a number of 
months now. Secondly, I want to declare that I'm 
in the insurance business but we have nothing to do 
with Workman's Comp and, there fore , I hope you 
don ' t feel there is any conf l i c t here . 
Now, those who served on this committee were 
business, labor, the insurance excuse me the Steve 
Hadley, commissioner, the Workman's Comp. and some 
insurance people who were involved in wri t ing th i s 
pa r t i cu l a r type of coverage. 
Now, as we look a t t h i s and as you look into 
the b i l l , y o u ' l l see tha t the , one of the f i r s t 
provisions tha t we got involved with was the amount 
of d i s a b i l i t y payments tha t would be given to an 
injured worker. Now t h e r e ' s a l o t of d i f fe ren t 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s as to how a person in effect i s 
in jured. One of these i s temporary d i s a b i l i t y . 
Now, in the pas t , they'd be then receiving s ix ty - s ix 
and two-thirds of the average s t a t e weekly wage and 
now they wi l l receive a hundred percent of the 
s t a t e average weekly wage i f t h i s b i l l goes 
through, and tha t i s $154.00. In the past tha t 
would amount to $102.00. Now keep in mind if you 
would please that tha t i s temporary d i s a b i l i t y , and 
as I mentioned there are other types of d i s a b i l i -
t i e s tha t people are covered under. For example, 
t h e r e ' s death; t h e r e ' s temporary t o t a l and per-
manent t o t a l . Now, under those four provis ions , 
the person would receive e ighty-f ive percent of the 
s t a t e average weekly wage or a $131.00. Now also 
through t h i s there have been a number of changes as 
i t came to us from the Senate and t h i s i s one of 
the changes, i s t h i s e ighty-f ive percent as i t came 
out from the re . So, those two things are very 
re levant and very important as you look a t t h i s 
Workman's Compensation, Temporary d i s a b i l i t y now 
goes to a hundred percent and the a l l o the r s , the 
death temporary t o t a l , permanent t o t a l go to 
e ighty- f ive percent . Also in the b i l l , i t c a l l s 
for a minimum. In the past those who would f a l l in 
the minimum bracket would receive $35.00. This has 
been changed now to $45.00. There has been no 
change on the dependants. 
On the second injury fund, and in effect what 
tha t i s , i f I may say so, t h e r e ' s three d i f fe ren t 
types of c a r r i e r s to handle Workman's Compensation. 
One is the s t a t e fund and in the State of Utah tha t 
i s by far the l a r g e s t . The second i s the pr iva te 
c a r r i e r and the other one would be the self-
insured . 
Second, one of these c a r r i e r s , i f a person is 
injured, w i l l cover him for six years and then he 
goes into the second injury fund and what one of 
the provisions of t h i s b i l l i s to increase from 
$50.00 a week to $60.00 a week the minimum benef i ts 
from the special fund for permanent t o t a l d i sab i -
l i t y . 
We had quite a discussion in there in the past 
year concerning ag r i cu l tu ra l employees. And th i s 
i s one of the provisions tha t we were socked with 
of the three ; i s what do you do with an agr i -
cu l tu ra l employee? Now what came out of the Senate 
i s tha t the ag r i cu l tu ra l family — excuse me, I ' ve 
played so much basketbal l today my - - I s t i l l can1 t 
get my voice - - the ag r i cu l tu ra l family and four 
employees i f they have tha t many, they do not have 
to have Workman's Comp. They exceed t ha t , they 
would. There 's also another provision that i f they 
have th i r t een consecutive weeks in the l a s t twelve 
months they would have to have i t and i f they make 
over $2,500. (Mumbled voices , c l ea r s throat and 
then says "thank you11.) 
Now, tha t i s the way i t i s set up now under 
the provisions of t h i s b i l l . Now you may think in 
your mind, wel l , go l ly , tha t may be a l i t t l e tough 
on the farm family, but as you look a t t ha t , and I 
don ' t know i f we have any s t a t i s t i c s on t ha t , but 
as I see i t , there a r e , tha t would cover the vast 
majority of farm families and only the bigger out-
f i t s , and I would assume that most of those are 
incorporated anyway, and i f they are incorporated 
they would carry Workman's Comp so I feel tha t t h i s 
i s a good compromise provision in t h i s pa r t i cu l a r 
b i l l to take care of a g r i c u l t u r e . 
Another provision of the b i l l was domestic 
employees. Now when you come out of the category 
or de f in i t ion of a domestic employee, think about 
tha t a moment. If a boy cuts your grass h e ' s a 
domestic employee. If a g i r l comes to tend your 
ch i ldren , she would be a domestic employee. . . . 
But, in t h i s pa r t i cu l a r b i l l i t would be qui te dif-
f i c u l t and as you look a t a l l of the people over 
the State of Utah tha t would f a l l under that cate-
gory, each one of those would have to have a 
Workman's Comp policy on the i r home to take care of 
tha t domestic employee. So, the b i l l as we have 
got i t out now, would be only for domestic employees 
who do forty hours a week, or if they do over forty 
hours, for ty or over then they would have to be 
covered by Workman's Comp and the s t a t i s t i c s we 
have on tha t says there are roughly 370 domestic 
workers in the State that would f a l l under that 
category and i t would seem to me that i t 1 s only 
f a i r and reasonable that these people whoput in a 
40-hour week should be covered by Workman's Compen-
sa t ion . 
There1s also a provision in the b i l l on th i rd-
party act ion and in effect what t h i s says i s an 
employer who buys a Workman's Compensation policy 
i s excluded from a court action when he has 
employees working for him. Le t ' s say hypotheti-
c a l l y , the employee who is working for the employer 
who put the Workman's Compensation on i s injured by 
an outside or another par ty . Say someone coming on 
the job , a sub-contractor or somebody l ike t h a t . 
He would then have a r igh t of act ion against the 
negl igent party who created the . . . or created 
the negligence to the person who was injured. Also 
in the b i l l there i s a change in two par t s as far 
as a hearing examiner. That i s what our men are 
cal led now in the State of Utah under the provi-
sions of t h i s b i l l they would be called an admi-
n i s t r a t i v e law judge and that pu l l s i t in l ine with 
the federals a l s o . 
You know t h e r e ' s an a r t i f i c i a l appliance or 
what we c a l l a pro the t ic device, a false l eg , a 
false arm, a, an, even cervical co l l a r ; under th i s 
bill it would now move that from six hundred as it 
presently is in the law up to a thousand dollars. 
Now that's very briefly the, what is included in 
the changes of the Workman1 s Compensation Law and 
I'd be happy to try and respond to any questions 
and if you were so desirous we have a number of 
professionals here that, experts in this field that 
could respond. 
Speaker: Representative Jones on the Bill: 
Rep. Jones: Uh, in a moment. 
Senate Bill 26, Disc 11 3/5/75, 4:50, Side 1, Beginning with 
MINUTE 0 
Rep. Hansen: •••! think that evolved over a very long period 
of time so as to demonstrate to us the various 
changes which occur, not only in the State law, but 
the changes which occur in Federal law. I've 
reviewed this thoroughly, and it occurs to me that 
what this is is really, to some extent, a house-
keeping measure so as to provide for some of the 
changes that have occurred, not only in the Federal 
law, but also in our own law. It also carries some 
other provisions which I approve of, and I think 
tha t appropria te ly we ought to vote for th i s 
measure without any further amendment. Thank you. 
Speaker: Representative Halverson. 
Sponsor Schmidt with quest ions . 
Rep. Yes. Representative Hansen, being in the insurance 
Halverson: bus iness , do you know what the loss r a t i o was in 
the State unemployment here in the l a s t year? 
Rep. Hansen: I r e a l l y c a n ' t respond to t h a t , Representative 
Halverson, I don ' t know what tha t figure i s . . . a s 
far as accidents go? 
Rep. 
Halverson: Yes, what the actual premium r a t i o was. 
Rep. Hansen: No, I don ' t have tha t information, I'm sorry . 
Rep. Doesn't t h i s place an addi t ional burden upon that 
Halverson: fund? 
Rep. Hansen: Undoubtedly i t w i l l , we've gone into tha t as how 
much i t would take to pick up the addi t ional 
coverages tha t wi l l be given to these people and 
from talking to the people of the fund and the 
Commissioner, we have some variance of opinion, but 
i t runs somewhere between 6.5 up to 12, and I 
d o n 1 t . . . 
Rep. 
Halverson: That ' s recovery r a t e of premium, correct? 
Rep. Hansen: To cover the r a t e of premium ac tua r i ly speaking, 
what i s expected to come out of the losses as i t 
may occur tha t would have to be paid under t h i s 
pa r t i cu l a r b i l l as i t i s now put toge ther . 
Rep. Uh...maybe you can enlighten m e . . . I was informed 
Halverson: e a r l i e r today tha t there was about a 90% loss 
r a t i o and (un in t e l l i g ib l e ) . 
Rep. Hansen: I understand what the problem is ( un in t e l l i g ib l e ) 
as you may r e c a l l , there have been a number of 
attempts in the past for people to defend tha t 
fund, but as I see i t , in ta lking to Mr. Pennersley, 
who is the chief man there coming to our committee, 
the fund r igh t now i s f i s c a l l y sound. 
Would you consent to c i r c l i ng the b i l l u n t i l that 
question i s answered, because I am concerned that 
i f the loss r a t i o s are that high, what t h i s does 
for pr ivate insurance companies i s , I would think, 
in your posi t ion you'd be very sa t i s f i ed with i t , 
because i t forces the State r a t e s to go up yet even 
higher without t h i s b i l l in order to make that fund 
solvent , then they ' r e competitive with pr ivate 
insurance companies. 
Rep. Hansen: Uh. . .very frankly, the insurance fund i s , I don ' t 
know what we would ever do to put i t competitive 
with pr iva te c a r r i e r s , as I understand over 80% of 
the business i s covered by those pa r t i cu la r people, 
well over t h a t , and the pr ivate c a r r i e r in the 
State of Utah j u s t wipes h i s hands almost clean of 
t h a t , t h i s number.. . uh . . .Dick White, who sat on 
our committee, and another gentleman were par t of 
i t , but Representative Halversen, as I understand 
i t , i f Mr. Pennersley were here I would be happy to 
move the committee of the whole to have him explain 
t h a t , but from what he t e s t i f i e d to our committee, 
i t i s very f i s c a l l y sound . . . a c tua r i l y sound. 
Rep. Well, I don ' t want to take time to body, 
Halverson: I ' l l j u s t walk over and ta lk w i t h . . . 
Rep. 
Halverson: 
Speaker: Representative Hoffman. 
Rep. Hoffman: I ' d l ike to ask my friend next to me here a 
ques t ion. 
Speaker: I think your friend i s otherwise occupied for a 
moment. 
Rep. Hoffman: I t appl ies to a g r i c u l t u r e . . . I f d l ike to ask. Will 
i t increase the cost of the production of food costs? 
(un in t e l l i g ib l e ) t h i s cost? 
Rep. Hansen: That ' s a d i f f i c u l t quest ion. I can answer i t t h i s 
way and say tha t some people would f a l l under that 
category in a g r i c u l t u r e , i f you ' re thinking about 
i t yourself and the average family farm, the family 
was excluded, i f you have up to 4 employees (unin-
t e l l i g i b l e ) consecutive weeks and (un in t e l l i g ib l e ) 
and 12 month period was excluded, up to $2,500 so I 
think i f you j u s t reason that out with your own 
. . .and problems of ranchers , you would s e e . . . t h e 
vast majority of those would be covered anyway. 
Workman's compensation per se i s n ' t r e a l l y one of 
the more expensive premiums to handle . . .add an 
increase to the cost of doing business in y o u r . . . 
and ranching f i e l d . On the other side of the 
coin, I think we've s t i l l got ta look a t the 
idea of taking care of the guy who works on the 
farm or the ranch, the man who f a l l s off a t r ac to r 
and becomes a paraplegic , or the man who has a t r e -
mendous problem, and giving th i s man some r igh t to 
have some money or to recover and to be taken care 
of, where in the past he d i d n ' t have. I can expand 
on th i s . . .why should we. . .wi th the rancher, they 
have farm l i a b i l i t y p o l i c i e s . Please keep in 
mind that the farm l i a b i l i t y policy i s predicated 
on those c r i t i c a l words tha t the insured is l ega l ly 
l i a b l e for i t . Now we at the Workman's Comp are 
not r ea l l y concerned about l ega l ly l i a b l e , we're 
worried about the man who was hu r t , and he ' s pro-
bably injured and we're taking care of him. On 
these l i t t l e farm l i a b i l i t y po l i c i e s i s also a $500 
to $1,000. Well, of course, t h a t ' s r e a l l y peanuts 
when i t comes to taking care of someone over a 
l i fe t ime because he i s permanently injured and in 
tha t permanent s t a t e of d i s a b i l i t y . So r e a l l y , to 
answer your quest ion, Mr. Hoffman, I personally 
would think i t would be inf in i tes imal from what I 
can see because of the exclusions tha t were put in 
by the Senate, I doubt i f we're r e a l l y gonna hurt 
anyone tha t way. I hope my r e sponse . . . 
Speaker: Representative Harmer. 
Rep. Harmer: Mr. Speaker and fellow rep resen ta t ives , I r e a l l y 
endorse the b i l l and I support what Representative 
Hansen has done and the hard work tha t they've 
done, but I have a serious concern about a segment 
of i t . We're constant ly ta lking about what effect 
we're having upon agr icu l tu re in the things tha t we 
do, and I see tha t we're finding a place in America 
where we're ge t t ing down to the point of who pays 
for what food, and asking ourselves the question do 
we want to e a t . And, I think tha t when we get into 
those questions we've got to be careful what we do 
with a g r i c u l t u r e . For that pa r t i cu l a r reason I 
would l ike to move an amendment p lease , Mr. 
Speaker. On the goldenrod copy, page 2 . . . l i n e s 29 
through 39. This new language and the old language 
tha t was taken o u t . . . 
This new language and the old language that 
was deleted re fe rs to the handling of ag r i cu l t u r a l 
l abo re r s . Now I think the Senate had a good idea 
to some extent with t h i s amendment, but I don ' t 
think i t goes far enough. I understand that when 
they discussed th i s in the Senate that they f e l t 
tha t t h i s information they put in there was 
necessary in order to come under Uncle Sam1s sledge 
hammer. Once again, the Feds are gonna come up 
with a b i l l and we'd be t t e r comply. But in t h i s 
case, l ad ies and gentlemen, the compliance they ' r e 
ta lking about i s "too l a t e proposed." Proposed for 
r egu la t ion . I t ' s not to one that ex i s t s now, and 
for that pa r t i cu l a r reason I feel that we don ' t 
need a l l of t h i s language and I would propose that 
on l i ne 29 we put a bracket a f te r the word 
"employers" and then go down to l i n e 39 and put a 
bracket a f te r the word "we".. .on tha t l i n e , for the 
simple reason tha t I don ' t feel tha t we oughta 
comply with a proposed federal regu la t ion . If i t 
was an exis t ing federal regulat ion and there was 
sanctions on us tha t we might lose some funds or 
something mjght happen to us , t h a t ' s one th ing . 
But where we're constant ly going in to the wrath of 
Uncle Sam's pressure , but on a proposed regulat ion 
we're going too fa r . In addi t ion , the s t a t e has 
estimated tha t they can provide t h i s insurance and 
put out 44 £ per hundred do l l a r s to the employer. 
The other s t a t e s around us tha t provide t h i s 
insurance for ag r i cu l t u r a l employees are having a 
cost anywhere from $5.00 to $15.00 now. . . tha t we 
can do i t 50% cheaper, and i t w i l l r a i se the cost 
to the farmer, to the ag r i cu l tu r a l people, who, by 
the way, are in d i re s t r a i g h t s now, as you've 
watched in most of your TV programs tha t the actual 
man producing the crop, t h e . . . a g r i c u l t u r a l man, i s 
the man tha t we wi l l hu r t . I t ' s the middle man or 
r e t a i l e r t h a t ' s gonna get out on food p r i c e s . If 
we increase that cost to him, i t ' s gonna hurt him 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y , . . . i n the new laws tha t increase 
cos t s , you know what you're gonna have happen 
to these migrant workers tha t you ' re t rying 
to help? You're not gonna have a th ing, because 
you ' re not gonna be able to afford to pay i f we pay 
t h i s l eg i s l a t i on . . . f r om 1973 to 1974 we . . . t he drop 
was 58% of the number of migrant workers tha t could 
find work and worked in Utah, and I contend that 
we...we come on concerning t h i s type of l e g i s l a -
t i o n . Therefore, I feel that we ought to amend 
t h i s law and that we ought t o . . . We've got to pro-
t e c t those migrant workers and protec t the agr i -
cu l tu ra l people that are involved. I d i d n ' t j u s t 
dream this up, I've talked to the agricultural 
people and been involved. I've talked...several 
times. I think the first amendment is in the best 
interest of this legislation. Thank you. 
Speaker: Representative Harmer's motion...page 2 of the 
goldenrod copy on line 29 put a bracket before the 
word "employers"...language on line...of page 4, 
goldenrod copy, let me get the... Page two 
first... Oh...okay... 
Rep. Harmer: ...that's before the word employer... 
Speaker: ...what about the word "employer"...? 
Rep. Harmer: That stays. 
Speaker: So place a bracket before the colon on line 29 
after the word "employers," and then on line 36 
after the comma after the word... 
Rep. Harmer: On line 39 after the word "weak." 
Speaker: All the language from 36, 37, 38 and 39 has already 
been deleted on the goldenrod. 
Rep. Harmer: O k a y , . . . s o you're r i g h t , a f ter 36 af ter the word 
"weak." 
Speaker: And then what on page 4? 
Rep. Harmer: ...the language that was deleted where it says 
"exception", except agricultural laborers and 
domestic servants.... 
Speaker We111 have discussion on that, Representative 
Rawson... 
Rep. Rawson; Yes, I'd like to speak in favor of the motion... 
perhaps a little different than...brought to our 
attention. The business of agriculture and that of 
employing people is very much a seasonal situation, 
and the farmer has the option of either hiring a 
full time person and put him on a normal workman's 
compensation and salary basis, or he has the option 
of either doing that or hiring part time help, or 
buying machinery. Now he can do all three in 
various levels and factors and tables that you can 
begin to assess which is the most economical and 
efficient for him. In many cases, he...enjoys 
picking up casual labor for short periods of t ime. 
Now in t h i s b i l l tha t we have here in the amend-
ment, there are exemptions, which i f he f i t s h i s 
own family, he doesn ' t have to be concerned about 
the Workman's Compensation. Now I submit that i f 
we leave the language in the b i l l as i t now i s to 
be very discouraged from picking up the casual 
l aborer . There 's a l o t of people who...depend on 
tha t casual l aborer . In the Ogden area, o n . . . 
t he re 1 s the casual laborer place where a l o t of us 
go to pick up he lp , and i t ' s handy to go there , 
i t ' s not fu l l of a l o t of red tape, you can pay the 
man a decent wage. There is good ones and there 
are poor ones, but i f every time a farmer decides 
he wants tha t casual laborer , i f he knows h e ' s got 
to wrest le out , once he h i t s tha t minimum mark of 
how many hours he has these people employed for 
$71.00 or whatever the minimum figure i s , h e ' l l be 
much less wi l l ing to h i re the manpower than to go 
find the machinery or h i re the ful l - t ime man who 
may not be quite as e f f i c i en t to do the same work. 
And so I submit, tha t i f we leave t h i s language in , 
we' 11 ac tua l ly do more in the kind of farming 
t h a t ' s going on.. .more to discourage increasing 
manpower help in agr icu l tu re than we'11 be doing to 
help i t . And so with tha t regard, and not belabor 
the poin t , I would ask you to support the amendment 
to remove that language. I t ' s not necessary to the 
extent tha t there i s not federal l e g i s l a t i o n . If 
there were federal l e g i s l a t i o n , as was once being 
suggested, then there would be a d i f fe ren t i s sue . 
But there i s no t , and I think t h i s i s one case 
where we have an opportunity to continue to expand 
the agr icu l tu re employment f ie ld without being 
jeopard ized . . .wi thout jeopardizing the employment 
of ind iv idua l s . So I would submit tha t the best 
choice to follow i s to vote for the amendment. 
Speaker: Representative Cooper on the motion. 
Rep. Cooper: Representative Harmer, I have a question r e l a t i n g 
t o . I understand tha t about 14,000 of these 
migrant workers tha t come to our s t a t e each year . 
Who takes care of them if t hey ' r e hurt? If we 
don ' t pass t h i s and include them in i t , who has to 
take care of tha t b i l l ? We got 'em s i c k , . . . p e o p l e 
coming through here , t hey ' r e not gonna get hurt and 
sick on the j o b . Now who does take care of 'em? 
And secondly, I'm not sure what t h i s hourly r a t e of 
pay i s t ha t we're paying these people. I . . . g u e s s 
we find them at a buck and a half , l e s s than two 
do l l a r s an hour people. Now, i f they can support 
$500 cost on an operat ion, you won't get my vote on 
tha t b i l l , because he c a n ' t do i t . And I wanna 
know who i s doing i t . 
Speaker: Representative Cooper, was tha t a rhe to r i ca l 
quest ion, or what? 
Rep. Cooper: Yes, tha t i s a question maybe Representative Harmer 
can answer, but I don ' t know who pays t h i s . . . i f 
they have to pay i t themself, I think they ' r e a t a 
disadvantage. 
Speaker: Representative Harmer. 
Rep. Harmer: We have people in the House who are ac tua l ly in 
t h i s s i t ua t ion day to day, and I 'd l ike to yield to 
Representative Stephens, I think he can give you a 
be t t e r answer. I can answer, but I think y o u ' l l 
get a b e t t e r answer from Representative Stephens. 
Speaker: Representative Stephens, do you wish to submit to 
tha t question? 
Rep. I'll try, Mr. Speaker...I think as far as my 
Stephens: knowledge goes, and every rancher or farmer that 
I'm acquainted with has their own medical liability 
insurance policy that covers all their workers, 
whether they be part time. Most of them have what 
we call "Country Squire," which covers all liability 
on their particular operation. So I think the 
bigger majority of them are already covered, 
Representative. 
Rep. Harman: They are covered? 
Rep. 
Stephens: 
Mr. Speaker, could I also yield to Representative 
Peterson...Cary Peterson? 
Speaker: Representative Cary Peterson. 
Rep. Representative Cooper, may I point out a couple of 
Petersen: facts about the s t a t i s t i c s you mentioned. F i r s t of 
a l l , Representative Harmer mentioned a 58% decrease 
in migrant farm workers. In the State of Utah t h i s 
i s a de f in i t ion for a migrant farm worker: as one 
who l i ve s in one school d i s t r i c t and works in 
another school d i s t r i c t in a g r i c u l t u r e . So about 
90% of those figures you're ta lking about are the 
people who l i v e here, because of the d e f i n i t i o n . 
I t i s n ' t the migrant people as we normally think of 
them that come through. And I know a l so that there 
are 319 farmers, corporate farmers. . . farmers in the 
s t a t e who v o l u n t a r i l y subscribe to t h i s program 
present ly r e a l i z i n g the l i a b i l i t y that you pointed 
out , and those who don't many of them probably f e l t 
that p o l i c i e s l i k e Farm Bureau, Country S q u i r e . . . t h e 
same t h i n g . . . i t i s n ' t as bad as i t may seem. 
Speaker: Okay Representative Cooper, could you. . .Repre-
s e n t a t i v e Nemelka on the motion. 
Rep. Nemelka: Mr. Speaker, I 'd l i k e to speak against the motion. 
Uh . . . those who were in the l e g i s l a t u r e l a s t time 
w i l l remember that I had two b i l l s in the l e g i s l a -
ture l a s t time one deal ing with occupational 
d i s e a s e , the other with Workman's Compensation 
regarding migrants . We passed in the 1973 l e g i s l a -
ture the f i r s t migrant b i l l in the h i s tory of the 
State of Utah, and the farmers came and they wanted 
to know what my i n t e r e s t was in helping migrants . 
They wanted to know i f ray wife was a Mexican. I 
was offended by that quest ion . I ' l l t e l l you why I 
was gonna represent m i g r a n t s . . . because the s p i r i t 
of t h i s country says tha t there sha l l be equal 
r i g h t s , pro tec t ion and services under the law. 
L e t ' s l ook . . .we ' r e saying that we can expand the 
work force i f w e ' l l give them less workman's 
compensation. . .give them less p ro tec t ion . How 
about t eachers , l e t ' s cut t he i r salary in half 
t h a t ' l l give us plenty to. . .money. I ' d l ike to 
have every person who has not covered workman's 
compensation s tand. 
I think tha t we s ta r ted th i s f ight in 1776 to 
e s t ab l i sh a government tha t would provide for 
r i g h t s , pro tec t ion and services under the law. How 
many s t a t e s provide workman's compensation protec-
t ion for ag r i cu l tu r a l workers? 28 s t a t e s already 
have workman's compensation l e g i s l a t i o n . . . 1 7 pro-
vide fu l l coverage, including of the western 
region, Cal i fornia , Montana and Arizona. I haven ' t 
seen the farms in Cal i fornia , Montana and Arizona 
d i s a p p e a r . . . t h e indus t r i a l accident r a t e for agr i -
cu l ture workers compared to the r a t e in average 
indus t ry . The accident r a t e for ag r i cu l tu re 
workers i s the third h ighes t . Only those who mine 
our underground mines and those who build our 
bui ldings have higher work-related accident r a t e s . 
Of the 14,200 work-related deaths in 1973, 2,200 or 
1/7th took place in American a g r i c u l t u r e . Are 
ag r i cu l tu re workers affected by occupational acci-
dents any d i f fe ren t ly than other workers? The loss 
of a limb or l i f e affects a l l people the same way. 
However, these farm workers are poor. . .and not 
acquainted with the bureaucrat ic procedures. 
Hence, the problem of a serious injury i s compounded 
for them. Because of meager f inancial resources, 
they often must s t ruggle with larger than 
bureaucracy, espec ia l ly when compensation is 
involved. How much wi l l coverage of ag r i cu l tu ra l 
workers cost employers? As you've heard $71.00 
i s a minimum fee. You say who's been paying for 
t h i s insurance? Well, some fa rmers . . . a s was men-
tioned 391 who vo lun ta r i ly covered themselves. 
That ' s f ine , but what about the remainder who 
haven't? I know tha t in 1974 we appropriated 
$50,000 in t h i s body for emergency hosp i t a l i za t ion 
for migrants . Why? Because there were that number 
requir ing ass is tance or who were injured on the job 
who were not covered by workman's compensation who 
were subsidized in t h i s type of a s s i s t ance . The 
ones who needed critical, emergency types of 
assistance and they used up this fund. There are 
many migrants coming to work who do not receive 
this help. When I had these two bills in the 
legislature in 1973 the Farm Burean, I sat down and 
talked with Mr. Jarley. I says that I would ask 
him why we..., if they would sit down with the 
migrant counsel and with laborers in the interim, 
and work out a bill that would include migrants it 
would not injure the agricultural business. They 
did that. They were critical and they did that, 
and they included it in this bill...and what I 
don1t understand is that if the Farm Bureau sat 
down and helped include them, the laborers sat down 
and helped include them, and the legislators 
involved sat down and included them, why are we 
taking them out? How can we discriminate against 
these people? If they were my children and your 
children, I'd be concerned. Why can't we be con-
cerned with them as human beings? They have every 
right to whatever protection that we have. The law 
says every employer shall provide workman1s compen-
sation except. Why except? Do you know what their 
average lifespan is? Under 50 years of age. You 
know what the i r average income is? Under $2,000 
per ind iv idua l . You betcha they ' re deprived. You 
betcha they ' r e a minor i ty . Why c a n ' t we stand up 
and fight for the r i gh t s of t h i s minority? Why do 
we have to take advantage of them? Why don ' t we go 
into other indus t r ies and exempt them? Because i t 
i s n ' t r i g h t e o u s . . . t h a t ' s why, and i t i s n ' t r igh t 
for us to take i t out of a g r i c u l t u r e . If they 
c a n ' t afford to pay 'em workers compensation, they 
should not be in the bus iness . We a l l have a r igh t 
to t h i s kind of insurance and pro tec t ion , and I 
w i l l speak against t h i s motion to exempt agr i -
cu l ture workers from th i s b i l l . 
Speaker: Representative James Hansen on the motion. 
Rep. Hansen: Thank you Mr. Speaker. I would r e s i s t t h i s motion 
of Representative Harmer's, and I ' l l explain t h i s , 
i f I may. Possibly I d i d n ' t do a very good job the 
f i r s t t ime. Who are we going to exclude tinder th i s 
farm part of t h i s . . . t h e agr icu l tu re part of t h i s 
b i l l ? We're going to exclude the farm family and 
up to 4 employees. We're going to exclude these 
people who have worked for 13 consecu t ive . . . i f 
they 've worked over 13 consecutive weeks . . . t hey ' r e 
excluded. And also t h i s pr ice of $2,500 t h a t ' s on 
page 2 of the goldenrod copy. Now I j u s t asked 
Tom Bingham, and I hope Tom doesn ' t be offended by 
me quoting him here. . .how many of those are we 
gonna. . .? And he says about 25%. So, in e f fec t , 
we're gonna cover 25% of the farmers and the agr i -
cu l tu re people by t h i s pa r t i cu l a r b i l l tha t we're 
proposing to you a t t h i s t ime. Let me say a couple 
of words, i f I may. 28 s t a t e s in the United States 
have some type of coverage for a g r i c u l t u r e . I 
couldn ' t agree more than I would with Represen-
t a t i v e Harraer.. .passing l e g i s l a t i o n with a gun at 
your head . . .Federa l Government. So l e t ' s j u s t 
forget tha t a moment. Let me go a l i t t l e further 
and who t rave l into t h i s s t a t e as a migrant farmer 
who works as a fu l l time employee. . . in the agr i -
cu l tu re f i e l d . So how.. . Okay, now a l o t of 
these accidents tha t you get involved in , the per-
son is h u r t . . . t h e point tha t any of these Country 
Squire po l i c i e s or Farm Bureau p o l i c i e s , or wha-
tever you may c a l l them cannot handle i t . I have 
here a coverage policy h e r e . . . b y the State of Utah, 
and l e t me read i t to you. Now, t h i s i s where the 
insurance is gonna take care of i t . This company 
brings to bear on behalf of the insured a l l sums 
which the insured sha l l . . .now h e r e ' s the key word 
in any casual ty p o l i c y . . . l e g a l l y obligated to pay. 
Now j u s t l e t your imagination go for a minute, and 
we111 think of a hundred more occasions where 
t h e r e ' s nobody l ega l ly obl iga ted . Now, who does he 
turn to? He has no one to turn to a t t h i s po in t . 
Under these l i t t l e p o l i c i e s , i t ' s also the t r ad i -
t ion of h a v i n g . . . t h a t medical use w i l l . . . i n the 
increments of $500, $1,000 or $2,000, the r e s t . . . i s 
. . .Or l e t ' s say he paralyzes h i s spine someway, and 
tha t medical j u s t i s gone l ike t h a t . So, in 
e f fec t , we ' r e . . . and we're taking care of these 
people. I agree with you the re , Representative 
Harmer, I don ' t l i ke the Federal Government.. .we've 
got ta take him out a l i t t l e b i t , because we're not 
r e a l l y completely sound. I t h ink . . .mu t i l a t ed th i s 
thing so much tha t i t ' s not r e a l l y covering every-
body. I t says "from but t h i s i s very loose 
language. Aga in , . . . 
Speaker: I t ' s been moved. Is there a second? 
I second i t . I t ' s been moved and seconded that we 
commence the vote on... All in favor of that 
motion say "aye,11 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Fellow Representat ives , I contend tha t t h e r e ' s 
nothing wrong with our present system. You've 
heard testimony to what the farmers are doing, what 
the ranchers are doing, how they ' r e taking care of 
the problem. Representative Nemelka spoke about 
migrant workers. I contend that the majority of 
the migrant workers are covered under t h i s . . . i s 
tha t t hey ' r e a l i e n s . . . a r e i l l e g a l l y he re . And the 
S t a t e . . . h a s been necessary in some instances and 
has come in and taken care of them. Once again, 
we 're f ighting against or for an amendment which 
wi l l take us out from under the federal sledge-
hammer u n t i l we know what i t ' s gonna be . Now i f 
the feds pass t he i r law, and when i t comes into 
effect and we find out what i t i s in a couple of 
years , then maybe w e ' l l have to come back and 
approach some type of amendment l ike t h i s to keep 
from get t ing buried under the i r p ressure . But 
u n t i l we know exact ly what the s i t ua t ion i s I think 
we're making a grave mistake, and a vote for t h i s 
amendment i s a vote to correc t the s i tua t ion to 
pro tec t ag r i cu l tu re and to give the migrant worker 
an opportunity to have a j o b . Thank you. 
Speaker: Representat ives , the motion before us , i f you look 
a t the b i l l on page 2 to de le te a l l the new 
language tha t was included on l i nes 29 through 36, 
except tha t f i r s t word "employers.11 The r e s t of 
tha t language wi l l be dele ted , and then i f y o u ' l l 
f l i p over to page 4 to r e i n s t a t e language on l ine 5 
of page 4 tha t was deleted e a r l i e r , and that i s 
"except ag r i cu l tu ra l laborers and domestic 
servants.11 Now a l l in favor of the Harmer motion 
say "Aye." 
(Aye) 
Any opposed, "no." 
(No.) 
It appears to the Speaker that the nos have it and 
the motion failed. The bill is again before us for 
discussion. 
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Rep. Harmer: . . . s a y I have a c o n f l i c t of i n t e r e s t i s when I l e ave 
hear on a 13th and the l a s t day I go back to dear 
old Kennecot t and t h i s would i nc rea se my t h i n g s i f 
I go t h u r t on the job so I t h i n k i t ' s a very good 
b i l l I hope y o u ' l l vo te for i t . 
Speaker: R e p r e s e n t a t i v e W h i t e . . . 
Speaker : The motion i s s h a l l we cut off deba te on Senate 26? 
Rep. White: May I move t h a t we have a c a l l of the House. 
Speaker : I t has been moved and seconded t h a t we have a c a l l 
of the House. If ten R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s wish one 
w e ' l l s t a n d , w e ' l l have me. S tand ing , we a r e in a 
c a l l . W e ' l l l e t R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s Azak and 
P e t e r s o n . . . H u n t , Tay lo r , Woodmansee and Mony. Al l 
a r e accounted f o r . I t has been moved. Is t h e r e a 
second? I t has been moved and seconded t h a t we 
l i f t the c a l l of the House. Al l in favor say a y e . 
Aye. Any opposed, n o . The ayes have i t . I t 
appears t h a t a l l have voted and vo t i ng i s c losed 
53 yes votes 19 no votes. The Motion carried, 
debate is cut off. And we will recognize 
Representative James Hansen to close debate 
quickly. 
Rep. Hansen: Thank you. I think we've talked about enough, Mr. 
Speaker. I will just appreciate a favorable con-
sideration of this Bill. 
Speaker: Representative voting is open on Senate Bill 26. 
Will the Representatives please vote....On Senate 
Bill 26 as amended except by the Senate, Senate 
amended it and made some changes.... 
Speaker: ...that all were present and voted on Senate Bill 
26 and therefore voting is closed. Senate Bill 26 
having received 48 yes votes and 22 no votes has 
passed the House will be signed by the Speaker and 
returned to the Senate for the signature of the 
President of the Senate. 
UTAH SENATE 
Senate Bill 26, Disc No. 8, 2/25/75. Side 1, Beginning with 
Minute 8 
Sen. Senate Bill 26 and I would like to make a prelimi-
Pettersson: nary statement on Senate Bill 26 as the Chief 
Sponsor. This Senate Bill 26 was the result of an 
assignment to the Legislative Council who assigned 
it to... 
President Senator Pettersson, we'll have to back up. At 
Dean: this point it hasn't been read in. At this point 
you're debating the Bill and so we'll read the Bill 
in and start your title: 
Secretary of Senate Bill No. 26, Workmen's Compensation by 
Senate: Sandberg, Pettersson and Bunnell, An Act amending 
Section 35-1-42 Utah Code Annotated 1953. 
President Now this is a long title and it will take a motion 
Dean: to not read it. Senator Pettersson. 
Sen. Mr. President, we've had this Bill for some 
Pettersson: time and I think everyone's acquainted with it. I 
would move that we have an explanation from the 
sponsor on it instead of reading the title. 
President Motion has been made that the sponsor explain the 
Dean: bill instead of reading it. All in favor of that 
Motion say aye. "Aye." Opposed, "no." The motion 
carries. Now we have to adopt a Committee Report. 
Senate Mr. President, your Committee on Labor, Business 
Secretary; and Economic Development to which was referred 
Senate Bill 26 by Senators Pettersson, Bunnell has 
carefully considered the bill reports the same out 
without recommendation but with the following 
amendments. You are having this Report placed on 
your desk at the moment. Page 4, line 24 delete 
the words "if the employer is". Page 4, line 24 
delete the small "a" and insert a capital "A". 
Page 4, line 24 delete the comma after the word 
"partnership". Page 4 line 25 after the word 
"proprietorship" delete the comma and the words 
"and such employer". Page 4, line 27 after the 
word "proprietorship" put a period and then 
parentheses. Page 4, line 27 and 28 after the 
period after the word "proprietorship" delete the 
words "devoting full time to the partnership or 
propietorship business". Page 5, line 2 delete 
"400" and put in lieu thereof "86.67". Page 5 line 
9 delete "another person not in the same employ-
ment,11 and in lieu thereof add ,fa person other than 
an employer, officer, agent or employee of said 
employer/1 Page 5, between lines 26 and 27, add 
the following language: 
"For the purposes of this section and notwith-
standing the provisions of Section 35-1-42 the 
injured employee or his heirs or personal 
representative may also maintain an action for 
damages against subcontractors, general con-
tractors, independent contractors, property 
owners or their lessees or assigns not 
occupying an employer-employee relationship 
with the injured or deceased employee at the 
time of his injury or death." 





Mr. President, I move we adopt the Committee 
Report. 
President Senator Beck moves we adopt the Committee Report, 
Dean: All in favor say aye. "Aye." Oppose, "no." 
Report is adopted and it carries the amendments on 
the buff sheet* Senator Pettersson. 
Sen. I would like to make a preliminary statement Mr. 
Pettersson: President, to the contents of the bill and how it 
came about and the reason I am doing this is 
because there are some who have requested to be 
heard on this and I think if you have the back-
ground to it, then you can ask them any questions 
you would like as they come up. Those who we've 
asked to come are those who have served on this 
Committee, Sub-committee of the Legislative 
Council. And, of course, the assignment was given 
through the Legislature to the Legislative Council 
and the Subcommittee was drawn up. 
Now at the National Legislative Conference in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico in 1974, a task force on 
government operations adopted a policy urging all 
states to adopt the 19 essential recommendations of 
the National Commission. Now each of you should 
have two documents that have been handed out to 
you. One is a blue booklet and a top letter went 
with it on the Utah State AFL-CIO, has your name on 
it, and we would like you to keep that handy 
because we are going to be referring to it. 
Another one is a title Senate Bill 26, Workmen's 
Compensation Amendments which each of you should 
have also and we would like you to refer to that as 
we go through this so that you understand what we 
are talking about when we mention 19 essential 
recommendations of the National Workmen's Compen-
sation Study Commission. That was passed in 
Albuquerque, and the State of Utah then had the 
assignment. How we proceeded was to have some 
informal hearings with various concerned groups and 
individuals. There was a committee assigned. 
Those who served on the Committee, two legislators, 
I represented the Senate as chairman of that com-
mittee and Representative James B. Hansen of the 
House was the vice-chairman. On the Committee was 
Mr. C. E. Berger, Mr. Don F. Bradshaw, Commissioner 
Stephen M. Hadley, Mr. Frank Lay, Ms. J.P. O'Keefe, 
Mr. Lynn S. Richards and Mr. Dick now 
those were the ones that worked on the legislation. 
Now here are the stipulations in this legislation 
and you can ask your questions on them. They come 
from the 19 essential recommendations. Utah com-
plied with 15 of those 19 so that there were four 
that we needed to direct ourselves to. One of them 
was farm workers and the recommendation was that 
farm workers be covered on the same basis as all 
other employees* The next one was household and 
casual workers be covered at least to the extent 
that they were covered under Social Security. The 
next one was claims may be filed in the state where 
injured, hired or where employment is principally 
localized. Those were the three we did not comply 
with. Then there was one that we partially 
complied with and that is death benefits be paid 
the widow or widower for life or until remarriage 
on remarriage lump sum of two years to the widow. 
Benefits to dependents until 18 or 25 if they are a 
student... 
That is number 1 then that all farm workers be 
covered on the same basis as all other employees. 
No. 2 is that household workers and all casual 
workers be covered under Workmen's Compensation at 
least to the extent they are covered by social 
security. We came up with some definite recommen-
dations there and of course they are in the Bill. 
(Additional explanation by Senator Pettersson occurs at this 
point.) 
Senate Bill 26, Disc No. 9. 2/25/75, Side 1. Beginning with 
MINUTE 5 
(Frank Lay, AFL-CIO, and Commissioner Hadley, Industrial 
Commission, Boreman Mining and Mr. Coombs speak on Discs 9 and 10 
about the bill* The record is difficult to hear.) 
Speaker (?); ...responsibility to provide coverage for the 
farmer. You will note that is once again 50% 
less than what the private carrier provides... 
Senate Bill 26, Disc No, 4, 3/3/75, 11»05 Side 1, Minute 18 
Workmen's Compensation by Senators Pettersson and 
Bunnell (unintelligible). 
Mr. President, there are evidently some amendments 
here Senator Renstrom has one. 
Sen. Mr. President, I have one amendment here that seems 
Renstrom: to be agreed upon by most people concerned with the 
Bill. Turn to page 2 starting on line 29 and delete 
"through our" and all of line 30 and all of line 31 
up to the word "farm". To be consistent, part of 
ray motion would also include on page 4 line 5 to 
return the language "except agricultural 
worker/laborers11 which have been deleted. Now I 
understand the Farm Bureau Farmers' Union, the Farm 
Laborers have worked this out and agreed to it. 
Those are not written because they are deleted. 
President All right then, go over it so that we can follow 
Dean: you. 
Sen. Page 2 line 29; delete beginning with the word 
Renstrom; "who" on line 29 and delete everything up to the 
word "farm11 on line 31. That's part of the motion 
and the other motion is on page 4 line 5 to return 
into the bill the words "except agricultural 
labor". As I understand it, the Migrant Farm 
Council, the Farm Bureau, Farmers' Union have all 
agreed to that amendment, as well as Mr. Lay of the 
labor union. Senator Ferry called it to my atten-
tion to make the bill consistent you have to return 
to page 4 and turn to the Bill on line 5, "Except 
agricultural laborers." You add that back in. 
President ...Page 2 beginning on line 29 delete out the 
Dean; underlying material on 29, 30 and down through the 
word "farm" on 31. Then going over to page 4 on 
line 5 and 6 you re-insert that language that has 
been deleted. 
Sen. 
Renstrom; Just on line 5. 
President 
Dean: Just on line 5? 
Sen, Right* "Except agricultural laborers." They 
Renstrom; are the only words that have to be returned there. 
Mr. Holman of the Farmers Union advises me that 
this is desirable. Mr. Bingham of the Farm Bureau 
advises me this is desirable. Mr. Lay advises me 
that it is acceptable and the gentleman from the 
Migrant Farm Council advises me that this is accep-
table. 
Sen. Rees: What does your amendment do to domestic workers? 
Your servants in your house. 
Sen. 
Renstrom; I donft think it does anything. 
Sen. Rees; In other words does your Amendment take out 
domestic workers? 
Sen. My Amendment I don't think has anything to do with 
Renstrom; domestic servants. Just takes the farm people out. 
Sen. Rees; So that the domestic workers are still included? 
Sen. That's right. That's my understanding. 
Renstrora: Mr. President, may I help to clear that up?.... 
Sen. Pugh: It does leave the domestic workers in, he stopped 
on line 31 after the word "farm" and the other 
material that says "and domestic workers not 
employed by the same employer at least 40 hours per 
week" remains in the bill. So it does not take out 
the domestic workers. 
President 
Dean; That is correct. 
Sen. Rees; I want the domestic workers out of the Bill. I 
don't want them under this Act. I'm willing to 
vote for his Amendment, but I want to draw up the 
amendment to take them out too. 
Sen. 
Pettersson: Question on the motion. 
Sen. If the migrant workers agreed to this Amendement. 
Bunnell: The last communication I had they voted against it 




I forget the gentleman's name who appears to be 
their leader... He called me on the phone...after 
they communicated to you because they thought the 
Amendments I proposed to make affected them. I 
read through them on the phone the amendments that 
were supposed to be made here, they said u0h, we 
have no objections." 
Sen. 
Bunnell: 
No, but this does effect them, it takes them out 




I misrelated to you what my conversation with them 
was. I read them the amendment and the response 
was "Oh, then we don't object." 
Sen. 
Bunnell 
Mr. President, this is the third reading isn't 
it? I would request the Senator to withhold his 
amendment until after lunch, at least till we can 
check... There are some other amendments and I 
think we should go on... 
Sen. 
Renstrom; I withdraw my amendment... 
Senate Bill No, 26, Disc No, 5, 3/3/75. 11i45, Side 1. 
Beginning at MINUTET? 
Sen. Page 2 Line 25 after the word "laborers" scratch it 
Bunnell: who are members of the immediate family of the 
employer which employer has proprietory interest in 
the farm. I want to bracket that out and it will 
read; except agricultural laborers and domestic 
servants, domestic workers not employed by the same 
employer at least 40 hours per week. What you are 
doing there is that under the Compensation Act is 
that if they are employed 40 hours a week or if 
employed less than that domestic workers and farm 
workers must be employed under the Act. Mr. 
President I move that amendment the...page I know 
about that. 
Sen. This is the same as my Amendment and I've meant it. 
Restrom; However, Senator Bunnell has indicated that he 
wanted to talk to the Farm Labor people first. 
For us it would be best if we circled this until 
after lunch. 
President 
Dean: Are you making that motion then? 
Sen. Yes. Instead of moving to circle it, why don't I 
Renstrom; just move that we recess for lunch? 
Sen. Rees; That's a better motion but I'm sure going to fight 
him on that Circle thing. I've tried it earlier 
and you wouldn't let me, so... 
Recess 
Senate Bill 26 Disc No, 9, 3/3/75, 3i30, Side 1, Beginning 
with MINUTE 7. 
S.B. 26 discussion begins on Minute 3. 
Senator Renstrom proposes amendments. 
Senator Bischoff moves substitute amendments to Rees or Renstrom 
amendments and to go back to original law. 
President: 
Dean; You sure may, 
Sen. 
Bischoff 
The only difference between his amendment and my 
amendment is that he is taking out that part that 
says "not employed by the same employer at least 40 
hours per week...and I support the Amendment...be 
happy with that. Although I thought it wouldn't 
hurt to leave the 40 hours in and if they could 
work 40 hours then they would have to be covered; 




Mr. President, I would be opposed to the Amendment 
on the basis that I think we have to move in the 
direction of getting the farm employees covered at 
some point, in fact that was one of the objectives 
of Senator Pettersson's study committee. I have made 
some attempts, I'm not sure these amendments do it, 
to limit that so that the small farmer doesn't have 
to come under it. But it's my position that we 
should require that the larger farmers or require 
that the larger farmers buy Workman's Compensation 
insurance on an employee. I would resist ....this 
Amendment. 
President 
Dean: Question on the Bischoff amendment? 
Sen. Swan comments 
Sen. Clyde: I think Senator Swan has left an impression that is 
not quite correct which might persuade some to feel 
that Senator Renstrom's amendment is better than 
that before it and I think your language, Senator 
Renstrom, refers to domestic servants or workers not 
employed by the same employer at least 40 hours per 
week, the 40 hours having application to the 
domestic workers and not to the farm workers and I 
think Senator Ferry's position is still correct and 
I am not talking about the motion before it, but it 
applies. We are still then going to require the 
farmer who may have ten acres of hay, if he has 
five high school boys come down and help him haul 
hay for an hour he has in fact employed more than 
four and is qualified then and it is mandated to 
him that he carry the coverage. So I think that is 
an unreasonable hardship and if you defeat the 
motion before us which is to strike agriculture 
from coverage then I think you're faced with an 
amendment that is not reasonable and bearable by 
agriculture. 
Sen. I would agree with what Senator Clyde has said, I 
Bunnell: would suggest that maybe we ought to call the 
motion that on Senator Renstrom's motion after 
the,••• 
Sen. 
Bischoff; A point of order, Mr. President. 
President I allowed Senator Clyde to speak across the board 
Dean; all three motions and so I think that out of 
deference to Senator Bunnell I should allow the 
same unless you instruct me otherwise. 
Sen. I agree. I made the suggestion that in order to 
Bunnell; take care of Senator Clyde's objection that we... 
not more than four full time employees and cut out 
the "at any one time11 and I feel Senator Renstrom 
accepts that. 
President Now what I am going to have to do is go back to the 
Dean: motions in their order and that Senator Bischoff's 
motion is recorded and that is to delete the 
underlined material on page 2, line 29 through 33 
and then what was the other one on? 
Sen. 
Bischoff: Page A. 
President Page 4, on the goldenrod copy, line 5 & 6 re-insert 
Dean: that language in it so that the motion that is 
before us.••motion. All in favor say aye* "Aye/1 
Opposed, no. "No*" The no's seem to have it* 
(All in favor stand -- count made. All 
opposed, stand, count made) Thirteen no's to 12 
yes's. (unintelligible) 
Sen. The amendment out now, Senators, you will find it is 
Bischoff: very similar to Senator Renstrom's except it does 
solve some of the problems that Senator Clyde 
raised and that Senator Ferry raised in that we now 
define what is meant by a person who is regularly 
employed as one who shall be regularly employed at 
least 40 hours a week for thirteen consecutive 
weeks during any part of the year. It also goes a 
step further in including a subparagraph (b) which 
would...cash payments to one or more employees 
amounted to less than $2,500* That should be 
dollars instead of a "dlf there during the pre-
ceeding calendar year. This seems to me to be a 
good compromise, gentlemen, and would still meet the 
requirement I think that agriculture in the state 
would be leaning in the direction that Senator 
Bunnell indicated he wanted to move in and yet it 
would not impose any undue hardship upon the agri-
cultural community of the State of Utah and it 
would make the bill more palatable to a great many 
people. I want to support this bill. I really do. 
I think that Senator Bunnell pointed out the other 
day that it was a historic occasion to see the kind 
of advances we have made in the Workmen's 
Compensation law and I am in complete harmony and 
sympathy with it. Let's make it at least... I 
really beg you to look at this Amendment with favor 
and go at least this far. 
President: Senator Bunnell. 
Sen. I think this is all right except I think you ought 
Bunnell; to define what "regularly" means. You do not 
employ at least four persons regularly, does that 
mean for one week or a year? 
Sen. Yes, the next sentence defines it. An agricultural 
Bischoff: employer shall be deemed to employ a person regu-
larly if he employs at least one person for 40 
hours or more per week or 13 consecutive weeks 
during any part of the preceeding 12 months. 
Sen. Sorry, I didn't read that far. You're correct. I 
Bunnell: said that's a much better suggestion than I was 
going to offer so I would support this amendment. 
President 
Dean; Question's been called for on the Bischoff amendment. 
Sen. Swan: Maybe I misunderstood this but if we're talking 
about migrant farm labor then Senator Bischoff 
would they have to be employed 13 consecutive weeks 
in order to come under... 
Sen. If you pass this, yes. Just one worker in order 
Bischoff; for an agricultural employer to come under the pro-
visions of the Workmen's Comp. he needs to employ 
at least 4 persons regularly and to meet that 
qualification at least one of those persons will 
have been employed for 40 hours a week for 13 con-
secutive weeks. 
Sen. Swan: So this really wouldn't solve the problem of 
the...migrant workers. 
Sen. I don't know because I don't employ migrant 
Bischoff: workers, but I would imagine that in some cases it 
would, in other cases it would not, depending upon 
the hours and length of employment. 
President; Senator Ferry. 
Sen. Ferry; Talking about migrant workers, I think you have to 
understand how they normally report.... 
Beginning at Minute 17 
Sen. The following shall constitute employer subject to 
Bischoff; the provisions of the title. And then we start 
defining them. We say every person, firm or cor-
poration. ..and...except agricultural employers who 
fall under whose employees are members of the imme-
diate family and so on and who employ less than 
four. 
(next question unintelligible) 
Are these cash payments to one or more employees... 
under $2500... 
Sen, ...or who do not employ at least 4 persons regu-
Leavitt (?); larly and then you define employer, you say and I 
quote "employers shall be deemed to employ a person 
regularly if he employs at least one person for 40 
hours or more per week for 13 consecutive weeks 
during any part of the preceeding twelve months. 
My question is (1) If he only employs two, he is 
not required to cover. 
That's the way I read it.... 
(next two or three sentences unintelligible.) 
Beginning at Minute 21 
Sen. Pugh: If you've got an inconsistency in that Amendment, 
which will give you troubles. Because it says two 
different things in two different places and I 
agree with Senator Leavitt that it would be clear 
enough if it says to me you talked about exceptions 
...exceptions are a, b, and c. And then you start 
a new sentence which gives a definition of what an 
agricultural employer is. And that agricultural 
employer then becomes subject to the law and so it 
simply negates what you said before about the four 
employees and then defines an agricultural employer 
as one who employs at least one person for 40 hours 
a week for 13 consecutive weeks. And so it doesn't 
matter whether he has the four or not if he has 
only one and he has him for 40 hours a week for 13 
consecutive weeks, he's an employer and subject to 
the law. So I don't think it does what you think 
it does, Senator Bischoff. 
Sen. I disagree. I think it does do what we wanted 
Bischoff it to do if it would make it more palatable... 
(interruption) I'm wondering Senators if we might 
...an amendment to the amendment...could be 
accepted or otherwise...! am suggesting that under 
subsection (c) we have the words "who do not employ 
at least four persons" and then put a put a bracket 
mark there and that would...the balance of that 
line all of the next line and the word "person" on 
the next line. Then it would read "who do not 
employ at least four persons for 40 hours or more 
for 13 consecutive weeks during any part of the 
preceeding 12 months.... 
Sen. ...On the buff colored sheets after the word 
Bischoff: "persons" we bracket in front of "regularly" The 
balance of that line and all of the next line and 
after the word "persons11 on the following line. 
Then subparagraph 2 reads "who do not employ at 
least 4 persons for 40 hours or more per week for 
13 consecutive weeks, etc." 
?; This is more restrictive than the first explanation 
that Senator Bischoff gave me as you only come 
under it with one employee for 40 hours and now we 
have to have 4 for 40 hours. 
?: I admit my confusion, Senator and thank you for the 
correction..• 
Sen. Bowen: I am not sure I understand what that amendment is 
trying to say as you corrected it. When you say in 
the latter part, let me just read subsection (c) 
"who do not employ at least four persons for 40 
hours or more per week" do we mean for each 
employee, is that the intent of that "for 13 con-
secutive weeks for each employee of the four"? 
If that is what is what we mean I think we ought to 
say it and I presume that IS what we mean. And I 
am going to propose that as an amendment, Mr. 
President, that we insert between the word "week" 
and "four" the words "per each employee".. .for 40 
hours or more per week per each employee for 13 
consecutive weeks during any part of the preceeding 
12 months. If you're talking about an accumulative 
effect and I think you mean an individual. 
President To that Motion. All in favor say aye. "Aye." 
Dean; Opposed, no. "No." Motion carried, the Bill is 
before us. The Secretary will call the roll on 
final passage on Third Reading of Senate Bill 26. 
26 on Third Reading is received...will be sent 
to the House for their action. 
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UTAH HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
January 18, 1983 
House Bill 57, Disc. No. 5, 1/18/83, Side 1, Beginning at MINUTE 28 
House Bill 57. House Bill No. 57, Workmen's 
Compensation Agricultural employers by 
Representative C. Hardy Redd being enacted by the 
Legislature of the State of Utah. 
Speaker; Representative Redd. 
Rep. Redd; Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Ladies and gentlemen of 
the House if you will turn to House Bill 57 this is 
another clarification of the law that was needed by 
the Industrial Commission. There was some question 
about whether the requirements for an exemption for 
an agricultural employer was disjunctive or con-
junctive. Those of you who know what those words 
mean, I didn't know what they meant, in other words 
whether to qualify for an exemption whether an 
employer had to satisfy all the conditions or 
whether he can satisfy any one. It was an intent 
of the l e g i s l a t i o n when i t was passed , that any one 
of t he se c o n d i t i o n s would s a t i s f y an exemption. 
What t h i s p rov ides i s t h a t the small farmer with 
l e s s than f i ve employees can choose to belong to 
Workmen's Compensation or buy h i s compensation from 
a p r i v a t e i n s u r e r i f he has l e s s than f ive 
employees. And i t makes i t c l e a r t h a t he only has 
to s a t i s f y one of t he se c o n d i t i o n s . If a l l the 
members of h i s family a r e working on h i s farm he i s 
no t r equ i r ed or i f he has l e s s than f ive employees 
who a re non-family members, he does no t have to buy 
Workmen's Compensation. I would encourage any 
q u e s t i o n s you may have . 
Speaker : i s t h e r e d i sucs s ion? There being none you may sum. 
House B i l l No, 57, Disc No. 6, 1 /18 /83 . S ide 1, MINUTES 1 through 2 
Rep. Redd: Thank you. I ' l l waive sura up only to say t h a t I ' v e 
t a lked to the I n d u s t r i a l Commissioner and he i s 
f u l l y in accord wi th these changes and for Nolan 
Kuras I have a l so c l e a r e d i t wi th the Farm Bureau. 
Voting i s open on House B i l l 57 as amended. . . 
Beginning with MINUTE 25: 
Rep. Redd: Mr. Speaker the c i r c l e has ca l l ed my a t t e n t i o n that 
we made a l i t t l e mistake in the Amendment on House 
B i l l 57 which we j u s t passed and I move that we 
r e c a l l House B i l l 57 as amended for the purpose of 
making a technica l amendment. 
Speaker: We have moved and seconded that we reconsider our 
act ion on House B i l l 57 for the purposes of making 
a technical amendment. All of those in favor say 
aye. Aye. Opposed. The motion c a r r i e s . The b i l l 
i s again properly before u s . I think i t i s s t i l l 
in our p o s s e s s i o n . 
Rep. Redd: Thank you Mr. Speaker. On page 1 l i n e 28 the pink 
sheet has the word "al l" appearing af ter the word 
"employee" and the word "al l" should appear af ter 
the word "are11 so i t would read "whose members are 
a l l members of the immediate family". That was 
what was intended in the Committee. And so I move 
that we amend House B i l l 57 as amended on page 1 
l i n e 18 to read "whose employees are a l l members of 
the immediate family." 
Speaker: You have heard the amendment* Is there further 
discuss ion? We've discussed that b i l l at l ength . 
Al l in favor of the Redd amendment say aye . Aye. 
Opposed? Motion c a r r i e s , you may sum up 
Representat ive . We'l l revote the B i l l . Voting i s 
open on House B i l l 57 as amended. Al l present have 
voted , vot ing i s c losed on House B i l l 57 as amended 
as having received 67 aff irmative and 3 negat ive 
votes passes t h i s House to be referred to the 
Senate for the ir further cons iderat ion . 
UTAH SENATE 
House Bill 57. Disc No. 131. 2/10/83. 2t08. Side 1. Beginning 
with Minute 16. 
Senate Bill 57. House Bill Number 57, Workmen's 
Secretary; Compensation Agricultural Employers. The report... 
Agricultural and Health to which is referred House 
Bill 57 Workmen's Compensation-Agricultural Employees 
by Representative C. Redd...and with the following 
memos, page 1, line 30 after the word "farm11 insert 
"provided." 
President: Move for adoption of the Committee report. All in 
favor of that motion say aye. Aye. Opposed, no. 
Sen. Mr. President, members of the Senate in order to 
C. Peterson; protect yourself under the law the employer must be 
covered with this industrial compensation insurance, 
We have had the provision in the law to exempt 
small agricultural operators with four or fewer 
employees or who employ members of their own family, 
The Industrial Commission, or any seller of 
insurance, would not advise the person buying the 
insurance...the small farm operator who had 4 or 
less employees whether or not they should have.., 
coverage... I was told by an insurance agent some-
time in early January that if I wanted to be safe I 
better go the Industrial Commission explain my spe-
cific circumstances and they in a ruling then would 
determine whether or not to advise me to cover two 
employees that I had with industrial insurance com-
mission even though I had other insurance coverage 
for those employees. This bill gives specific 
direction to the Industrial Commission and say if 
you have 5 or fewer employees who work 40 hours per 
week for 13 consecutive weeks you conft have to 
have industrial insurance. The Industrial Commis-
sion, I think are very much supportive of this 
because agricultural employees probably do not 
contribute to the average of other people covered 
under this. 
Beginning at MINUTE 19 
Sen. Rogers: Sen. Peterson, is there any requirement for work-
men' s. . .compensation for someone who may hire, for 
example in the orchards in Utah County there are a 
number of individuals that I guess come in from 
Mexico illegally? 
Sen. If they have more than 5 full-time employees who 
Peterson; each work more than 40 hours a week for 13 con-
secutive weeks there is in the law a requirement... 
Sen. Rogers; I have a good friend who employs three people out-
side his family, 2 sons, his father and himself. 
That's seven people. Are you saying now that the 
members of the immediate family will not have to...? 
Sen. No. If they meet one of the exemptions, you can be 
C. Peterson; exempt if you meet one of the following criteria; 
whose employees are all members of the immediate 
family where the employer is the proprietor of the 
farm...if he owns it then members of his immediate 
family they are excluded. 
Sen. Ferry; You're saying in this case they will not be...will 
still have to have insurance.••immediate family but 
have other employees outside...still have to have 
industrial insurance? 
Sen. 
C. Peterson; ...if more than five, Senator. 
Disc No. 140, 2/14/83, 10i08, Side 1 Beginning with MINUTE 26* 
Senate House Bill 57, Workmen's Compensation Agricultural 
Secretary; Employers, by Representative Redd. 
President 
Ferry; Senator Finlinson were you going to handle that? 
Sen. Well, no, but I can remember what it did...it 
Finlinson; allows some changes in the hours relative to 
workmen's compensation. 
President Senator Peterson, House Bill No. 57, did you want 
Ferry; to explain, didn't it change the number of people 
also, I think 4 to 5 exemptions? 
Sen. Gary That's correct. It clarifies who is responsible 
Peterson; for industrial commission insurance on an operating 
family farm and small agricultural operations. 
There must be 5 employees or more that work 40 
hours a week 13 consecutive weeks. Immediate mem-
bers of the family of the sole proprietorship are 
excluded from those numbers. 
President Did that include the partnerships and corporations, 
Ferry: as well? 
Sen. Cary 
Peterson; I believe it does. 
President If you had a business and you had less than 5 
Ferry employees plus your family, wouldn't you be exempt? 
Sen. Cary You would be exempt. Because they are members of 
Peterson: the immediate family of the proprietorship and I 
don't know whether I can distinguish between the 
corporation or not. 
President 
Ferry: Senator Sanberg. 
Sen. Sanberg; Question; Supposing they were employed as private 




Sen. Sanberg; So there's a big loophole in being able to get 
around that. 
President As I recall that bill it changed the number from 4 
Ferry: to 5 as far as the number of exemptions plus it 
made some other minor changes. Otherwise, it's 
existing law. 
Sen. Cary 
Peterson; That's correct. 
Sen. The answer to that question you're never respon-
Bullen; sible for a private contractor, no matter how many 
you have, even if you have 200 working for you. 
President; Are there additional questions to House Bill 57. 
Ferry; If not I'll place the...House bill 57 passes. 
(House Bill 57 was passed and sent to the House.) 
